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Abstract
Most theories of @rsuasion predict that libed ability and motivation to think about the
communicationshould increase the impact of source credibility on persuasion. Furthermore,
this effect is assumed to occur regardless of whetheotthe recipients have prior dtides.In
this study, the effects of source credibiljtgbility, and motivatior(knowledge message
repetition relevancgon persuasiowere examinednetaanalytically across both attitude
formation and changsonditions Findings revealed thatetsoure credibility by
ability/motivationinteractionemergednly when participants lacked prior attitudes and were
unable to form a new attitude based onrtfessage conterh such settings, the effects of
source credibility decayed rapidijheimplicationsof these findings for applied communication

campaigns ardiscussed.
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The Effects of Source Credibility the Presence or Absence of Prior Attitudes
Implications for the Design of Persuasive Communication Campaigns

Designing effective communicatissypposes an understanding of how the intended

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

audience might react to a specific content or type of communicator (e.g., Albarracin et al., 2005;
13 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 20Qtantini, Albarracin, Mitchell, Earl, &

15 Gillette, 2006;Natioral Cancer Institute, 2001; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). One critical aspect of
18 this understanding is whether and for whom the credibility of a communicator matters. For

20 example, groups with established attitudes about an issue may differ from groups without su
attitudes, requiring more or less attention to the communicator selection. The present paper

25 addresses this important yet understudied issue.

27 Classic theories of attitudes, such as the social judgment theory (Sherif, Sherif, &
Nebergall, 1965) or the formation integration theory (Anderson, 1981), assithat initial

32 attitudes can exert powerful influences when individuals evaluate new information. Despite this
34 widespread assumption, thds partial knowledge on thmpact ofhaving versus not having

initial attitudes about an object on the processingtefinformation about that object (for

39 similar observations, see Albarracin, Wallace, & GlasrB@64 Chaiken, Liberman, & Eagly,

41 1989; Chaiken, Wood, & Eagly, 199&pecifically, nost of the pastesearch on this topic

a4 concentrated on identifying how prior attitudes bias the evaluation of the persuasive

46 communications (Chen & Chaiken, 1999; Petty & Cacioppo, 1R&gkanis & Greenwald,

1989. However, past research has not clearly establishedherstople who possess prior

51 attitudes utilize the same typesioformationas people who lack prior attitudes.

53 In the present study,ewvere interested in hothie credibility of a sourcmfluences

attitudes about the topic advocated by that sourceth@ndiegree to which ¢ése influences may
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be attenuated by the presence or absence of prior atti§guEsfically,assessg the credibility

of external sourceis particularly important in the absence of piidiormation about thissue
Hence the credility of the communicator should brostinfluential whenone isunable to
access a prior attitude about the topic doés not construct a personal attitude online based on,
for examplethemessage contefg.g.,Chaiken & Maheswaran, 199tackie & Wath, 1989).

In contrastjf people have established attitudes about the object, those attitudes are likely to
provide readily available, subjectively valid bases for a current evaluation of the object
(Albarracin et al.2004 Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Fazi@000;Kruglanski, Webster, & Klein,
1993;Pratkanis & Greenwald, 1988anbonmatsu & Fazio, 1990). Similantgpeated

exposures to the messagehavng extensive knowledgabout an issue should allow people to
form a new attitude on tize bags(Wood, Rhodes, & Biek, 1996 Therefore, prior attitudes,
prior knowledge, orepeatedxposures to themessagenay reduce the influence of source
credibility. One reason is thptior attitudes, knowledge, amdessage conteiatre generally
perceived as being movalid bases for judgment than the credibilitytiod source.

In the present study, we tested this prediction by taeédytically integratinghe effects
of sourcecredibility as a functiomf whetheror notmessageecipientya) have initial attitudes
about the issues discussed in the communications, aaglikely toform online attitudes
based on thenessage contenthelikelihood of forming attitudes onlin&as inferredrom the
presence or absence of message repettheravailabilityof prior knowledgeon the message
topic, and outcome relevancenportantly, because the effects of source credilaligfikely to
fluctuate over time, it was imperative to test our predictimtonly immediately after the
communicatiorbut also later in timeédbserving the stability of the effects of source credibility

allowed us to make some inferences about whether the effects were elal{gratiter
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maintenanceor nonelaborativegfeater decgy(Petty & Cacioppo, 1986 herefore, as
described presentlyhe scope of this metnalysis wasestricted tcstudies that included
measurement of attitudes at least twice after message exposure.

Source Credibility in Contemporary Theories of Persuasion

Theelaboratiodikelihood model and the heuristgystemat modelsuggest that
message recipients can form or change attitudes on the basis of nonelaborative or elaborative
processing of information, depending on their level abditg motivatiorto think about the
issue being consideré@haiken et al., 198%hen & Chaiken, 1999ohnson, Maio, & Smith
McLallen, 2005 Petty & Cacioppp1986. Recipients who have the ability and motivation to
think about the issue are likely to base their attitudes on the quality of the arguments contained in
the communicationroon any other information they consider relevant for those attitudes. In
contrast, recipients who are unable or unmotivated to think about the issue often base their
attitudes on the credibility of the communicator or on the level of consensus in thle soci
environment. Presumably, source credibility and consensus cues are influential in these
situations because they are easy to process, even when these cues do not always enjoy subjective
validity.

The heuristiesystematic model further suggests that jee@pe inclined to balance
efficiency and accuracy in their judgments, exerting as much effort as needed to develop a
confident judgment. Otheone handpast attitudes are highly diagnostic criteria for one’s
current evaluations. Consequently, these atigtides should provide adequate levels of
confidence and relieve individuals from performing further, more effortful analysis of the
information. After all,one of the benefits of possessing attitidehatthey provide “ready aig’

for evaluating thattitude object the next time one encountgnaithout a need to scrutinize
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again (Fazio, 200Q;iberman, de La Hoz, & Chaiken, 1983atkanis & Greenwald, 1989;
Shavitt, 1989. On the other hand, when individuals lack a prior attitude and mustfoew

one online, they shoulde more likely taise their prior knowledger the information contained

in themessage if these elements available, relegating the use of source credibility to the few
instances in which neither prior attitudes nor otleégvant information are available.

The Present Study

The present studgan be placed in the context ofiemportant past controversy
Specifically, there have been arguments that the nonelaborative processes described by Petty and
his colleagues shtdibe confined taonditionsin which the recipients formathe than change
anattitude (Hamilton, Hunter, & Boster, 1993). In response to this contention, however, Petty
and his colleagues have argued that the impact of source credibility should lendetef the
presence or absence of prior attitudes (Petty, Wegener, Fabrigar, Priester, & Cacioppo, 1993). In
support for this argument, the authors cited a study conducted by Mackie and Worth (1989) in
which the credibility of thesourcehad a significat effect on attitudes even among those who
held prior attitudes on the issughis evidence only suggests that the main effect of source
credibility may be observed in attitude chawgeaditionsas well. Howevetrthe critical question
is not whethesoure credibility can have a main effect in swdnditions but whether its
impactvariesas a function of recipients’ ability and motivation to think abountleesage.

Despite extensive argumentation on the role of prior attitudes in this conéegtetant
studyis the first to examine the moderating effect of prior attitudes on the influence of source
credibility. Weexamined whether the impact of source credibility dependsaypients’ ability
and motivatior(i.e., elicited by prior knowledgenessge repetitionand outcome

relevancg more whenndividuals lack prior attitudeabout the topic than when thegvethese
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attitudes.n addition, by synthesizing research in which the effects of source credibility could be
established over a period of #ywe were able to determine whether the greater effects of source

credibility we predicted were relatively short or long lasting. Based on the premise that heuristic
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effectstend tobeless durable than elaborative types of effects (Chaiken et al., R689,

13 Haugtvedt, & Smith, 1995}his examination alloweds to ascertain whether the greater

15 influence of source credibility when ability is limited and prior attitudes are absent is due to
18 nonelaborative processes such as the use of source infornsatidrearistic. Specifically, we

20 synthesized effects not only immediately after the communication but also an aveabgatof
two weeks later, when participants returned for a delpgsttest tested the decay of the effects
25 of source credibility undehe conditions that maximize them, and compared the durability of
27 these effects with the durability of change based on messat¢gnt

29 Method

32 Search Strategies and the Sample of Studies

34 We used multiple procedures to retrieve reports that enagableby June2007. First,

we searched databases including PsycINFO (-288)7), theSocial Sciences Citation Index

39 (1956-2007), Dissertation Abstracts International (18622007), and theeducational Resources

41 Information Center (19672007) usingvarious combinabns of thekey words source credibility,

a4 expertise, trustworthiness, attitude formation, attitude change, attitude persistence, attitude and

46 source, persuasion andsource, attitude andmemory, sleeper effect, and persuasion and memory.
We replicated thessearches using the teropnion andbelief in place of the termattitude.

51 Second, after identifying the core body of reports, we examined their references and
53 those of other relevant reviews to retrieve additional reports (e.g., Cook & Flay, 19K8&Eag

55 Chaiken, 1993; Hovlandanis, & Kelley,1953; McGuire, 1968, 198Pornpitakpan, 2004;
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Wilson & Sherrell, 1993). We also searched the Social Sciences Citation Index to locate all the
reports that cited the ones that were already in the database.

Third, we manually searched volumestlaé Journal of Applied Social Psychology
(1985-2007), Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin (19742007), Human Communication
Research (19812003), the Journal of Personality and Social Psychology (19652007), Media
Psychology (19992007),the Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology (19531964), the
Journal of Consumer Research (19742007), theJournal of Consumer Psychology (19922007).

Fourth, we requested unpublished reports through electronic mailing ltkis Sbciety
for Personality and Social Psychology and the Association for Consumer Research (ACR). We
also searched the InterAgdsed conference proceedings database of the ACR.

Fifth, we searched various other Interbased databasewluding theForeign Doctoral
Dissertations Database of the Center for Research Librariéstg://www.crl.ed) and the
ComAbstracts (http://www.cios.orgy of the Communication Institute for Online Scholarship.
SHection Criteria

We used the following criteria to selebetrelevant studies. First, we only included
studies that involved presentation of a persuasive message containing argiroenss
particular topic Secondyve only included longitudinal studies in whittie researchers
measuredittitudesat least twicaftermessage exposutdhird, we included studies only if they
involved successful manipulations of source credibilityus, studies had to have a condition in
which the message was attributed to a credible source and another condition in which the
messige was attributed to a noncredible source. Furtherravadablemeasures of perceived
credibility had to reveal thexpected effect of manipulatededibility. This criterion led to the

exclusion of studies from two reports (i.e., Collamore, 1994; Mc#r& Hylton, 1980)in
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whichthe manipulation checks showed tpatticipants perceived the sourcdaw-credibility
conditions to be as credible as the source irnitjecredibility conditionsFourth, we only
included studies that provided adequatscdgtive and inferential statistics to calculate the
relevant effect sizes. This criterion led to the exclusion of studiestvorreports(i.e., Chaiken,
1980; Pratkanis, 1981). To deal with the problem of missing information, we obtained and
reanalyzedaw data whenever possible by contacting the primary authors or locating the theses
and dissertations on which some articles were based. These procedures allowed us to include
sevenmore studies in the databaB@ally, we excluded studies involving maniations of
source characteristis®lelybased on physical attractivengssg., Mills & Aronson, 1965)

Our selection criteria led to a databasé&4tlata setsl reported irnl8 independent
reports. We represented the effects from different expatsyas distinct provided that the
samples were statistically independditte literaturesynthesized hereverlags significantly
with another synthesis focusing on the sleeper effaainkale & Albarracin, 2004 The
analyses presented irattsynthesishowever,were localized around tlielayedeffects of
communications presented by only noncredible soutibeg were not localized ahe effects of
source credibilityike is the case her&loreover, he studies reviewed indhsynthesislid not
alwaysinclude manipulations of source credibility; even when they did, several of them only had
a low credibility condition. Inisort, the present metanalysis has broader anditferentfocus.
Coding of the Theoretical Moderators

Two coderandependentlgategorized the studies along the moderators below and
obtainedsatisfactorily high levels of agreement (for attitude formation versus charg®8pb,
for knowledgex = .68, for message repetitian= 1.0Q for outcome relevance,= .68 p <.001

for all variables)Disagreements were resolved by discussion ansiutiation with colleagues.
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Attitude formation versus attitude change. To distinguishattitude formation from attitude
change, we recorded characteristics of the issues discussed in each study. If the messages used in
the studies involved current or camtersial issuesn which the recipients were likely to possess
prior attitudes(e.g., abortion, gun control), we coded such studies as involving attitude change
Studies including messages that attacked cultural truisms (e.g., benefits of tooth brushing or
having annual cheelyps) were also coded as attitude change studies. In contrast, we classified
issues on which the recipients were unlikely to possess initial attitudes at the time of message
exposure as pertaining to attitude formatidmong others,Hese issuesiightinclude a
commercial for a fictitious product, peace negotiations betweenetatively unfamiliar
countries, a fictitious political issue in a foreign countmthe political platform of a fictitious
organization.

Prior knowledge. In addition,we estimatedecipients’prior knowledge about the issues
discussed in target messages. In line with previous-ametiytic reviews in the area of attitudes
(Eagly, Chen, Chaiken, & ShaBarnes,1999;Glasman & Albarracin, 200gohnson & Eagly,
1989; Kumkale &Albarracin 2004; Wood & Quinn, 2003), we estimated recipients’ prior
knowledge about the issue (little or none; moderate; high) from both the characteristics of the
issue and the researchers’ comments in the Methods sédti@ncodingthe studies along this
dimension, however, we observed that there were no atthalgge studies in which the
participants were likely to have little or no knowledge on the issues discussed in the message.
Therefore, we created another indicant with teaels by combining the first two levels of this
variable, and used thiariablein testing our predictions.

The prior knowledge variable may first sightseem to be redundant witte variable

addressing thpresencer absence of prior attitudelSor two reasons, however, this distinction
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is useful. First, gener&howledge about an aréa.g., cell phones) may be high in the absence of
prior attitudes abouta specificattitude object (e.g., a specific new brand of cell phorgejond,
peoplecanhold attitudes toward an object without possessing a wealth of informationiabout
(De Houwer, Thomas, & Baeyer#Z)01;Delli-Carpini & Keeter, 1996; Granberg & Holmberg,
1988;Ottati, 2001; Wood et al., 1998ajonc, 200).3

Message repetition. To create amdicant of abilityor opportunityto think about the
communications, wescorded th@umber of exposures to the target message. In some studies,
the target messageagrepeated at least once, whereas in otparscipants eceived the
message only ondér more information about the impact of message repetition as a facilitator
of issuerelevant thinking, see Cacioppo & Petty, 1985; Sawyer, 1981).

Outcome relevance. We alsocoded the outcome relevance of thessages presented in
each study as andicantof recipients’ motivation to think about the messaggin previous
metaanalysege.g.,Eaglyet al., 1999Johnson & Eagly, 1989; Kumkale &lbarracin 2004;

Wood & Quinn, 2008 we coded studiesvolving messagethat wereconsequential for
important immediate goalsnd interestsf the recipients as high in outcome relevance (e.g.,
tuition increaset the recipients’ schoolptudies not in this category were coded as low in
outcome relevancge.g.,civil rights movements in another country).

Computation of Effect Szes and Analyses

The effect size index used to estimate the impact of source credibility, wasch is
equal to the mean difference in persuasion between thectedibility condition and the low
credibility condition divided by th pooled standard deviatioho estimate the extent to which
these effects were maintained over time, we computed effect sizes for this difference at each time

of attitude measurement after message exposure (i.e., immediate and delayestgdst
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addtion, we created amdex ofimpact changéy subtracting the impact of source credibility at
the immediate podgest from the oneneasuredt the delayed posést. Because the impact
change score is a difference of differences, its variance equalsrire the variances of this
that enter into the equation (Becker, 1988)eg statistic overestimates the population effect
size especially for studies with small sample sizes (Hedges & Olkin; 38B6son & Eagly,
2000. To correct for this bias, @weaghted eacly by the reciprocal of its variande created
beforecomputingweighted average effect sizek &ndA.). Along with weighted average effect
sizes, we computed homogeneity statistigst6 determine whether the studies shared a
common effecsize.A significantQ valueindicateghat the effect sizes comprising the average
effect may be coming from different populatioRsally, we tested our predictions by using
both fixedeffects andandomeffects models (sddedges & Vevea, 1998).
Resuts

Descriptive characteristics of the studies included in the-arebtic databasappear in
Table 1.About half of thestudies involved formation of attitudes about novel objects or issues
(46%), whereas the other half involvattempts to change exisg attitudeg54%) In general,
messages were presented only off@%) The content of the messagesealed that 40% of the
samples received messages about unknown ttgpacsverenothighly relevant to the current
goals or interests of the recipief®%).
Distribution of Effect Szes and Outliers

Before testing our predictiona/e examined the distribution of effect sizes computed for
the immediate and delayadpactof source credibilitysee Figure 1)The left panetlisplays the
stemandleaf plbts of the observed effects; the right panel displays the normal quantile plots of

these effects in standardized form. As can be seen from these plots, the effect sizes computed for

Journal of Applied Social Psychology



Page 13 of 48

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

Journal of Applied Social Psychology

Source Credibility Effects in Persuasionl3

the immediatempactof source credibility did not include a distinct ¢ertl Theeffect sizes
computed for the delayed impact of credibijlinpwever, included an outlied € 2.10; Weber,
1971).The analyses reported in the following sections were conducted without this stutligr
Overall Effect Szes

As mentioned befe, all of the studies included measures of persuasiomnnisteredht
the immediatg@osttestand at the delayqubsttest To examine the magnitude of source
credibility effects in persuasiomwe first summarized the differences in persuasion betweén hig
credibility and lowcredibility conditions at each time point. Table 2 summarizes the relevant
statistics. The first row shows that, on average, messages attributed to highly credible sources led
to greater persuasion than messages attributed to ndslersdiircesThe second row shows
that this difference remained significant at the delgpa@sttest despite some decrease in
magnitudethe third row verifies this significant decay in impder each set of effect sizes, the
homogeneity statistic€)) indicate that effect sizesried significantly across studies, which
justifies attempts to account for this variability in lightooir predictions.

Tests of Hypotheses

Most models of persuasiquositthat limitations in abilityand motivatiorshouldincrease
reliance on cues such as the credibility of the so{ace, Petty & Cacioppo, 1986 contrast,
we argue thatostlypeople who do ndtave a prioattitudeshouldbe likely toresort to the
credibility of the source as a relevant piece &rimation and make a judgment omthasis.
Those whdave a prioattitude, howevemaymake a judgment on the basis of their existing
attitudes regardless of their situational abiitymotivationto think about the communications.
We verified thishypothesiausing tireeindicants of abilityand motivatiorto think about the

communications (i.e., prior knowledge, message repetaiah outcomeelevancgas well as
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the classification of conditions as involving presence or absence of prior attiftbhdagsults of
the analysesf the effects of prior knowledgenessage repetitipand outcome relevanege
presented in Tables 8, and 5respectivelyThe results of the randeeffects models were
almost identical to the results of the fixeflects moels. Thereforetables presenhe fixed
effects modelsRandomeffects statisticare reportedh text.
Effects of Prior Knowledge and the Presence or Absence of Prior Attitudes

Table 3 presenthe resultof the analyses pertaining to the effectshefpresence or
absence of prior attitudesd the levels of prior knowledge in a particular sample. As expected,
prior knowledgenfluenced the effect ddource credibility when people were forming an
attitude The main effect of prior knowledge was sigesiint in both fixeeeffects andandom
effects models (fixe@ffectsQg(1) = 4.65 p < .05 randomeffectst = 2.15;p < .09. The first
columnof Table 3 shows that the effect of source credibility was maximal when recipients
possessed neither initial aftiles nola deep body dtnowledge on the issues discussed in the
target messagdiXed-effectsd: = 0.755; randomeffectsd; = 0.793. The impact of source
credibility in this conditionwassignificantly greater thatihe impact of source credibility in all
other conditiongp < .05for all contrasts Thus, ths finding supports thduaklprocess prediction
that the influence of source credibility should be more pronounced when people have limited
ability to think about the communications. Howe\as expecte, when peopldnad a prior
attitudeabout the topicthe main effect of prioknowledge on the issweas nonsignifican{see
the right panel of the tabld)xed-effectsQg(1) = 1.32 p > .20; randomeffectst = 089; p > .30.
Effects of Message Repetition and the Presence or Absence of Prior Attitudes

Table 4summarizeshe effects of message repetitiorhichwere less definitive due to

the absence of conditions with message repetition and prior attituddedmly resembled the
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findings forprior knowedge The firstrow of the tableshows tlat the effect of source credibility

was maximal when peoplead no prior attitudes about the topitd the message was presented

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

only once(fixed-effectsd: = 0.78 randomeffectsd; = 0.7§. As indicated beforehe effect was
smaller when participants had a préor attitude fixed-effectsd, = 027, randomeffectsd, =

13 0.31), even when the message was not repedtads, when people had limited opportunity to

15 process the incoming messa@o repetition)the effets of source credibility on persuasion

18 depended on the presence or absencgyabaattitude fixed-effectsQg(1) =22.40, p < .0001;

20 randomeffectst = 358,p < 0.002)

In conclusion, the analyses reported in Tables 3 and 4 showed that limitgdtalilibk

25 about the communications incredseliance on source credibilitynenpeoplewereunlikely to

27 possess prior attitudes, but not when tiveyelikely to possess such attitudes.

Effects of Outcome Relevance and the Presence or Absence of Prior Attitudes

32 Next, we conducted the same analyses using outcome relevance as an indicant of

34 motivation to think about the communications. Table 5 summarizes the results relevant to the
interaction between source credibility and outcome relevance acrossttiottedormation and

39 change conditionAlthoughthe effect sizes were not evenly distributed due to few cases in the
41 attitudeformation/highrelevance conditiarthe criticalattitude change conditiomsad studies

a4 with both high and low relevancAs theright panel of the table shows, outcome relevance did
46 not interact with source credibility in these conditions. Thuseluatgrovide converging
evidence that decreases in ability or motivatiane little effect in attitude change conditions.

51 Sability of the Effects over Time

53 Next, it was important to find out whether the effects of source credibility were due to

elaborative or nonelaborative processiBgcausetiis oftenassumed thathanges resulting from
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nonelaborativgrocessingire shorter live than changes resulting from elaborative processing
(for a review, see Petst al.,1995 but for a discussion of other factors, see Albarracin &
McNatt, 2005; Albarraciret al.,2004), we compared the decay of the effects of source
credibility with thedecay of messages whose sources were not des@rdedessagenly
control condition)

The last columns ofable 3 4, and Sisplay effect sizesepresenting the changetbe
immediate effects of source credibiliyer time. Table 3 shows that tHeasgpest decline the
impact of source credibilitwas observed wheragicipantdacked prior attitudes as well as
prior knowledge about the iss(gh=—0.39; for contrasts with other effegtss .05 in all cases)
Likewise Table 4 shows thdlhe sharpst declingn the impact of source credibility was
observed when participants lacked prior attitudes and the message was presented (hly:once
—0.51; for contrasts with other effecps< .05 in all casesPresumably, participants in these two
condiions were able to form a current attitude using source credibility as a heamistibus
compensate for the lack of prior attitudes, prior knowledge, or sufficiently repeated information.
These effects, howevaiecayed quicklysuggesting that the undigng process was relatively
nonelaborative (heuristicy heoutcome relevance dapaeovided converging evidence. There
was a sharp decline in the impact of source credibility for those wheéamattitude about a
low-relevantissue €. = —0.34; for cortrasts with other effectp,< .05 in all cases)

In most persuasion settings, the impact of communicatiepend on both theanessage
contentas well as the credibility the sourdhus, &hough greater decdy often taken aan
indication of the exterto which the initial change was due to nonelaborative proce@eaity et
al., 1995)it is necessary to interpret the aforementioned results in retagceimount of decay

observed for thenfluence of themessage contenthus, we performedomparatie analyses
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using themessage-only control conditions that were available in about dowrth of the studies
(k = 16), which presenteaho source information whatsoev@ur analyses revealed that the
amount of change in persuasion from the immediate tddlayed postestin these message
only conditions was small in averagk,= -0.07 Cl =-0.17/0.03); homogenou®E 17.65,p
>, 20); independent of prior attitudes, prior knowledge, or message repetitiongfizetsQg =
0.31, 2.35, 0.30 respectiyehs. in all cases); and significantly smaller than the decay of the
source credibility influence in the absence of prior attitudes, knowledge, repetittboutcome
relevancgp < .05 in all cases)n this light we concluded that, = -0.34,-0.39 and-0.51can
be reasonably interpreted as the result of the use of source credibility as a Heuristic
Discussion

The study of attitudes and persuasion concerns the processes involved in the formation
and change of people’s attitudes. Surprisingly, howeedatively little research has addressed
the impact of possessing prior attitudes on the processing on persuasive communications (for
similar observations, sefdbarracin, 2002; Albarracin et a2Q04 Chaiken et al., 1996; Eagly &
Chaiken, 1993)In the present study, we focused on this distinction and examined the effects and
moderators of source credibility in attitude formation and attitude change.

We tested the hypothesis that the impact of source credibility on persuasion would be
greatest when pple form new attitude@lo not have prior attitudeahd lack thebility or
motivationto form an attitude on the basis of more relevant information such as prior knowledge
or themessage contenin contrast, we expectedweakeinfluence ofsource crdibility when
participantshada prior attitude or the abilifgnotivationto forman attitude based qior
knowledge oon themessage contento test this idea, we examin#e influence of source

credibility on persuasion as a function of fresencer absence girior attitudesn
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combinationwith recipients’ prior knowledge about the isstiie number of exposures to the
messageand the outcome relevance of the isAgeexpected, recipients relied on the credibility
of the source to a greater ert when theypossessed neither prior attitudes nor prior knowledge
about the issue, or when the messag#entwaspresenteanly once. Consequently, an
important contribution of owstudyis to identify the differenbutcome that are likely tdake
placewhen people have prior attitudes about an issue and when they és datcussdin the
following sections, this finding has implications for practitioners interested in designing
interventions and communication campaigns.
Presence of Heuristic Effects in Absence of Prior Attitudes

Our findings also suggest that differences between attitude formation and change reflect
differences in the availability of a subjectively valid criterion for judgment. That is, reliance on
source credibility is most maréleavhen people not only lack a prior attitude but also the
opportunityto form a new one based on prior knowledge about an issue. Moreover, these
differences disappear when the presengaiof knowledge or message repetition allows
participants to form aattitudefrom scratchDespite these differences, source credibility affects
persuasiorn both attituddormation and changeonditionsbecause recipients do raampletely
ignore thecredibility of the sourcevhenthey have a prior attitude or knowledgeout the
object.Consequently, the applicability of peripheral processes to attitude change appears to be a
matter of degree, which is contrary to the claims of some researchers who argued that peripheral
processes as described by the elabordii@lihood model are confined to attitude formation

(Hamilton, Hunter, & Boster, 1993).
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Consistency of Our Reasoning with Contemporary Theorizing

The heuristiesystematic model assumes that pe@plgage in as much cognitive
processing as is necessary to aohia desired level of confidence. Often times, they can attain
that level of confidence by simply activating and applying a relevant heuristic that leads them to
use external information as a basis for judgment (e.g., “expert sources can be trusted/grHowe
people who have prior attitudes, or who can form one on the basis of seemingly relevant
information, may attempt to use these attitudes as soon as they identify the topic of the message.
Thus, although source credibility may still influence recipievite prior attitudes, this influence
is partially overridden by the prior attitude.

Of course, greater reliance on prior attitudes should only be the case to the extent that
prior attitudes are perceived to be more valid or diagnostic than the credibtlie
communication source. Consequently, situations could arise in which the credibility of the source
would be perceived as more valid and the effects we encountered in thanalgss would not
occur. For example, the level of confidence in one@r@ttitudes may be a critical moderator of
these effects. Recipients who distrust their existing attitudes and wish to increase their
confidence in them may give greater weight to the incoming information instead of relying on
their existing attitudesQhaiken et al., 1989). Similarly, the current goals of the recipients may
qualify our findings in important ways. For example, people who want to be accepted by the
group to which a communication source belongs may find the opinion of the source tolype high
relevant to their current goals. Consequently, they may rely on the source’s recommendations
even when they have prior attitudes and knowledge that contradicts those recommendations.
Both of these effects, however, imply relatively elaborative influgeésource credibility,

which were not addressed in our review.
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Implications for Other Peripheral Effects

Research inspired ualprocespersuasiomodels showed that the peripheral effects
of source credibility increase as recipients’ abidihd motvationto think about the
communicationslecreases (for reviews, see Chen & Chaiken, 1999; Petty & Wegener, 1999). In
addition, other factors such as message length, number of arguments, and social consensus exert
similar effects when people aneableor unmotivatedo think about thenessageSpecifically,
longer messages, messages with more arguments, and stronger social consensus are more
persuasive than shorter messages, messages with fewer arguments, and weaker social consensus.

In the context of oustudy, it appears that the same dynamic observed for the effect of
source credibility should be apparent for message length, argument number, and social
consensus. People who must form an attitude for the first time may use these cues in making
their judgnents provided that no other information of greater diagnosticity is available at the
time. Future research should clarify these potential effects and obtain further confirmation that,
as hypothesized by Petty and Cacioppo (1986), these types of nonelebeffacts are
relatively short lasting, as our medaalysis revealed.
The Present Resear ch in the Context of Past Research on the Maintenance of Attitude Change

The presenstudycomplements our earlier meaaalysis on the sleeper effect (Kumkale
& Albarracin, 2004). In it metaanalysis, we focused on the longitudinal course of change that
took place in only one conditioithe condition in which an otherwise persuasive message was
associated with a discounting cue such as a noncredible sourcesdasrer note reducing the
validity of the message. Inithstudy however, we examined the magnitude and persistence of

the effect of source credibility on persuasion as indicated by the difference in persuasion between
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high- and lowcredibility conditians at the time of the immediate and delayed-fest. Thus,
we were interested in the betwegmoup differences at each time of measurement.

Consequently, these two reviews differ in their conceptual implications. For instance, the
major contribution othe presenstudyis to enhance our understanding of the identification,
selection, and integration of information from multiple potential bases of attitudes (e.g., source
credibility, prior attitudes). This review also shed light on how these proceadds lattitudes
with different rates of decay. In contrast, the analysis of the sleeper effect focused on the
representations of the arguments and the discounting cue in memory as well as the effects of
these representations on attitudes as time elapsssim, these two metmalytic reviews
generated two different sets of findings from the available literature on source credibility, and
shouldhave an additiveontributon to our current knowledge of attitude formation and change.
| dentification, Selection, and Integration of Attitude-Relevant Information

When people form attitudes on the basis of a persuasive messagestage content
and the source of the message, as well as the past experiences, moods, and expectations of the
recipients can all imdience attitudes. Therefore, explicating the mechanisms by which people
identify, select, and integrate information from multiple sources appears essential to understand
attitude formation and change (Albarracin, 2002; Albarracin & Kumkale,, Z008rrach et al.,

2009. Perhaps surprisingly, however, past research has been relatively silent about these
processes.

The present studgontributes to our understanding of information identification and
selection by specifying the conditions under which thdibrgy of the source, prior attitudes,
prior knowledge, anthessage conteare likely to be selected and used in judgment. Prior to

these analyses, the elaboratlielihood model and the heuristaystematic model suggested
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that recipients who havedhability and motivation to think about the communications base their
attitudes on thenessage contenwhereas recipients who have limited ability or motivation to
think about the arguments are more influenced by the use of source credibility as a cue to
persuasion (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). For example, these models predict that the heuristic effects
of the credibility of the source may be most apparent when people lack prior knowledge about
the issues being considered and when the reception of the messtagdis insufficient.Our
findings, howevershow thathis hydraulic relationship prevails when people form attitudes for
the first time. People who possess other, more diagnostic information, such as a prior attitude or
a persuasive argument, shomilied reliance on source credibility regardless of their prior
knowledge or the number of times a message is repeated.

Importantly, the processing of a persuasive communication occurs in a series of stages
including interpretation of information, retvial of information from memory, and selection and
use of available information as a basis for judgment (Albarracin, 2002). People must first direct
attention to potential information and then assess the extent to which this information is relevant
to the pdgment they are about to make (Albarracin & Kumkale, 2003; Feldman & Lynch, 1988).
Although the findings from this metnalysis are correlational, their generalizability lend
credibility to the conclusion that individuals identify and select informagiowhich to base
their attitudes on the basis of the most relevant elements. Quite often, these attitudes are based on
prior knowledge or on thmessage contertVhen these sources of information are limited,
however, an expert other is able to elicit fitnenation of a new opinion.
Applied Implications

The present metanalysis showed thassociating a message with a credible soisce

most useful in attitude formation conditions, especially when recipgeatsothighly able and
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motivated to think ahat the messagd&hus, using a credible communicator shouleé&gecially
effectivewhen introducing a new idea or product and when addressing an audience with low
processing ability and motivation. Sometimes, however, recipients may be able and mativated t
think about the messageut the message itself may contain minimal if any evidence or
argumentation (e.g., public service announcements tailored for children and uneducated adults).
Using a credible source may be useful in these kinds of contextslgBwraintini et al., 200%

When we move from attitude formation to attitude change, however, the benefit of using
a credible source decreases considerably. First, when people have a prior attitude, the level of
ability or motivation to think about the s®age does not moderate the effect of source
credibility. Second, the average impact of source credibility in attthdege conditions is
lower than in attitudéormation conditionsThus, this resistance or insensitivity to the source’s
influence sugges that other strategies may be needed to persuade an audience with prior
attitudes toward an issue.

The variability in the effects of source credibility highlights the importance of tailoring
communications around recipient characteristics such asyahilitivation, and prior attitudes.
This finding confirms the findings of another metaalysis calling for greater emphasis on
tailoring. Specifically, Durantini and colleagues (2006) examined the effectiveness of different
types of sources (i.e., influea agents such as experts or lay community members) for increasing
condom use, and found that neither source expertise nor demographic similarity between the
communicator and the recipient had a uniform effect across different subgroups of the
population.As in the present metnalysis, using an expert source was generally an advisable
strategy . However, there were segments of the society for whom the expertise of the source did

not matter much. Some groups, such as women and ethnic minorities were anech m
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influenced by experts than lays, whereas others, such as teenagers, were equally influenced by
experts and lays.

We believe thatite approactavoidance model of persuasion (Knowles & Linn, 2004)
providessomeinsights abouhow persuasion can be inased by decreasing resistance.
According to this model, there are two ways of persuading an audience: Increasing the approach
or persuasion forcegalpha strategies) andreducing the avoidance or resistance foroegga
strategies). On the one hand, populalpha strategies includereasing source credibilitusing
strong arguments, adding incentives, praviding consensus informatio@n the other hand,
omega strategies include redefining the persuasive interaction as not involving influence but
conslltancy or conversation, affirming the values of the audience to instil confidenseland
esteem, distracting the audience from counterarguing the message, providing prior resistance
opportunities, and framing messages in such a way that resistaneertesbage means change
in the desired direction (i.e., using revepsgchology) As the omegastrategies are aimed at
decreasing resistanamany ofthem can be used along alpha strategmeimcreasing the

effectiveness of communicators in attitude cleeecgnditions
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Footnotes

! Our goal was to include as many longitudinal studies as possible. However, not all
longitudinal studies of source credibility were eligible for inclusion. For instance, we excluded a
longitudinal study by Dholakia (1987) because it did not include delayed measures of attitudes
and that involved requests for behavioral compliance and reminder messages between the
message presentation and the delayed measures.

% In a study by Maddux arfi@ogers (1980), physical attractiveness was crossed with the
credibility manipulation. For that study, effect sizes were computed by pooling data across the
attractiveness conditions.

% Studies examining decision making in the context of presidentiaicscfor instance,
demonstrate that ordinary citizens may hold policy or candidate preferences even when they do
not know the details of the policy or the background of the candidatesell-Carpini &

Keeter, 1996; Granberg & Holmberg, 1988). Similarly, research on mere exposure and
evaluative conditioning suggest that attitudes can be formed without much thought or knowledge
acquisition (for recent reviewBe Houwer, Thomas, & Bgens,2001;Zajonc, 2001). In sum,

people may lack attitudes about wietlown categories of issues or objects and also have

attitudes about relatively unfamiliar issues or objects.

* Analyzing the effect of argument strength would be highly useful to ligteicbn this
issue. Unfortunately, however, argument strength was rarely manipulated, and therefore can be
assumed to be strong. Moreover, there were no enough details to code for the arguments, and

access to the materials was prevented by the age litetlagure.
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Sudies Included in the Meta-Analytic Database
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Change in
Immediate  Delayed impact over Sample
impact impact time sizes  Attitude Message Time
d d (A) (H1, L1) formation Message Prior Outcome Source length interval
Study Experiment or dat@s (95% CIl) (95%Cl) (95% Cl) (H2, L2) or changerepetitionknowledge relevance lengtH (words) (days)
Falk (1970) 0.32 0.23 -0.55 (44, 44) Change No High Low Brief 656 28
(-0.10/0.74) (-0.64/0.19) (-0.85+0.25) (44, 44)
Gillig & Experiments 13;
0.37 0.31 -0.06 (45, 41) Low or .
Greenwald defense arguments (-0.05/0.80) (-0.12/0.74) (-0.36/0.24) (45, 41) Change No moderate Low Brief 600 12
(1974) presented
Experiments 43;
' 1.02 0.45 -0.58 (48, 45) Low or :
defense arguments not , 561 46y (0.03/0.86) (-0.88£0.28) (48, 45) Change  No o ierate oW Brief 600 12
presented
Hennigan et al. Receiver set Two 0.34 0.34 0.00 (27, 27) . . .
(1982) week delay (-0.19/0.88) (-0.19/0.88) (-0.38/0.38) (27, 27) ~ormation Yes  High Low  Detalled 970 14
Transmitter setTwo 0.28 0.02 -0.26 (28, 26) . . .
week delay (-0.26/0.82) (-0.52/0.57) (-0.64/0.12) (26, 26) ~ormation Yes — High Low  Detalled 970 14
Receiver set Five 0.42 0.66 0.24 (27, 28) . . .
week delay (-0.11/0.96) (0.09/1.23) (-0.15/0.63) (25, 25) ~ormation Yes — High Low  Detalled 970 35
Transnitter set Five 0.46 -0.05 -0.51 (28, 28) ) . .
week delay (-0.07/0.99) (-0.58/0.49) (-0.89/0.13) (27 26) ~ormation Yes  High Low  Detalled 970 35
Receiver set Nine 0.56 0.48 -0.08 (27, 28) . . .
week delay (0.02/1.10) (-0.08/1.04) (-0.46/0.31) (24, 27) Formation Yes —  High Low  Detalled 970 63
Transmitter setNine 0.34 -0.41 -0.75 (27, 28) . . .
week delay (-0.19/0.88) (-0.97/0.15) (-1.14£0.37) (26, 24) ~ormation Yes  High Low  Detalled 970 63
Hovland & Issue: Future of movie 0.03 -0.03 -0.06 (31, 30) Change  No Low or Low Name _ o8
Weiss (1951) theatres (-0.47/0.54) (-0.53/0.48) (-0.42/0.29) (31, 30) 9 moderate only
Issue: The use of anti 0.38 0.09 -0.29 (31, 30) Change  No Low or Low Name -- o8
histamines (-0.13/0.88) (-0.41/0.59) (-0.64/0.07) (31, 30) 9 moderate only
Issue: Atomic 0.83 0.17 -0.65 (25, 36) Change  No Low or Low Name -- o8
submarines (0.29/1.36) (-0.34/0.69) (-1.02+0.28) (25, 36) 9 moderate only
Issue: Current steel 0.45 0.10 -0.34 (35, 29 Change  No Low or Low Name -- o8
shortage (-0.07/0.96) (-0.40/0.61) (-0.70/0.02) (35, 26) 9 moderate only
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Change in
Immediate  Delayed impact over Sample
impact impact time sizes  Attitude Message Time
d d (4) (H1, L1) formation Message Prior Outcome Source length interval
Study Experimentor datas  (95% Cl) (95%Cl) (95% Cl) (H2, L2) or changerepetitionknowledge relevance length (words) (days)
Johnson & The message was not 1.62 0.39 1.23 (19, 19) . Low or .

Watkins(1971) repeated (0.89/2.36) (-0.25/1.03) (-1.7140.75) (19, 19) ormation No orae Low  Detaled 350 28
The message was 1.38 1.29 -0.09 (19, 19) , Low or .
repaated five times ~ (0.67/2.09) (0.59/1.99) (-0.58/0.41) (19, 19) ~ormation Yes . ieraie oW  Detalled 350 28

Johnson et al. Issue: Problems with 0.72 0.72 0.00 (39, 39) Low or . .

(1968) frequent tootkbrushing  0.26/1.18  0.25/1.18 (-0.33/0.32) (37.37) Change  No o jerate  High ~ Detalled 600 7
Issue: Problems with 0.78 0.69 -0.09 (36, 36) Formation No Low or Low Detailed 600 7
using of Xrays (0.31/1.24) (0.23/1.15) (-0.42/0.24) (40, 40) moderate

Jones tal. -0.05 0.05 0.10 (136,134) . .

(2004) (-0.29/0.19) (-0.19/0.29) (-0.06/0.26) (136,134) C"ange  No  High Low — Brief - 14

0.42 0.20 -0.22 (51, 51) . . .

Kelman (1958) 0.01/0.83 -0.21/0.60 (-0.51/0.07) (43, 43) Change No High High Detailed  -- 11

Kelman & . 0.35 0.75 0.40 (52, 38) . . .

Hovland (1953) Source reinstated 5 h0 28 032/1.18  (0.09/0.71) (52, 38) change  No - High High  Detalled  -- 21

. 0.35 0.02 -0.35 (45, 51) . . .
Source not reinstated .0.08/0.75 -0.39/0.42 (-0.63L0.07) (45 51) Change No High High Detailed  -- 21
Source comes after the  0.82 0.70 -0.13 (20, 20) : . . .

Kumkale (2004) messag 0.18/1.47 0.06/1.33 (-0.58/0.33) (20, 20) Formation Yes High High Detailed 86 0
Source comes before 0.64 0.83 0.19 (20, 20) . . . .

Kumkale (2004) the message 0.00/1.27 0.19/1.48 (-0.26/0.65) (20, 20) Formation Yes High High Detailed 86 0

Maddux & o 0.35 0.45 0.10 (16, 22) . . .

Rogers (1980) Arguments conditions 0.30/1.00 -020/1.11 (-0.36/0.56) (16, 22) Change No High High Detdled 590 14

McCroskey Exp 1:Federal control -0.18 -0.06 0.12 (107, 107) . . .

(1966) education with evidencd-0.45/0.09) (-0.33/0.21) (-0.07/0.31) (107, 107) Change  No  High High  Detalled 3509 49
Exp 1: Capital

: . 0.30 0.12 -0.18 (107, 107) . .
gvirélzrr:cr;ent with (0.03/0.57) (-0.14/0.39) (-0.37/0.01) (107, 107) Change No High Low Detailed 3567 49
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1
2
3 Change in
4 Immediate  Delayed impact over Sample
S impact impact time sizes  Attitude Message Time
6 d d (4) (H1, L1) formation Message Prior Outcome Source length interval
; Study Experimentor datas  (95% Cl) (95%Cl) (95% Cl) (H2, L2) or changerepetitionknowledge relevance length (words) (days)
McCroskey Experiment 1: Federal
9 . 0.35 0.24 -0.11 (107, 1Q@) . . _
10 (196_6) C(_)ntrol of _educatlon (0.08/0.62) (-0.03/0.51) (-0.30/0.08) (107,107) Change No High High Detailed 3102 49
11 continued without evidence
Experiment 1:Capital
12 ; ; 0.32 0.46 0.14 (107, 107) . :
13 gggzz(r:neentwnhout (0.05/0.59) (0.19/0.73) (-0.05/0.33) (107,107) Change No High Low Detailed 2420 49
14 Experiment 2: Federal
C 0.31 0.01 -0.30 (80, 80) . . _
15
e cqntrollof education (0.00/0.62) (-0.30/0.32) (-0.52/0.08) (80, 80) Change No High High Detailed 3509 28
with evidence
17 Experiment 2: Capital
; . 0.26 0.07 -0.19 (80, 80) : _
18
19 23;’1(;22(1entwnhout (-0.05/0.57) (-0.24/0.38) (-0.41/0.03) (80, 80) Change No High Low Detailed 2233 28
20 Experiment 2: Capital
) ) 0.41 0.10 -0.31 (80, 80) . :
21
- ggirgzz(r:neent with (0.10/0.73) (-0.21/0.41) (-0.53£0.09) (80, 80) Change No High Low Detailed 2993 28
23 Experiment 2: Federal
. 0.45 0.41 -0.04 (80, 80) . : :
24 control of education (013/0.76) (0.10/0.72) (-0.26/0.18) (80, 80) Change No High High Detailed 3102 28
25 without evidence
26
27 Olson & Cal 1.50 1.00 -0.50 (22, 25) Low or . .
28 (1984) 0.84/2.16  0.40/1.61 (-0.94,0.06) (22.25) change  No ierae High  Brief 600 21
29
30 Pratkanis et al. : 0.33 0.21 -0.11 (12, 12) , Low or Name
31 (1988) Experiment 1 048/1.13 -0.59/1.02 (-0.68/0.46) (12, 12) ~ormaton No i jerate  NOW  opy 100 O
32 . 0.44 0.20 -0.24 (12, 12) : Low or Name
33 Experiment 2 0.37/1.25 -0.60/1.00 (-0.81/0.33) (12, 12) ~ormaton No i jerate  NOW  opy 100 O
34 . 0.37 0.23 -0.13 (12, 12) . Low or Name
35 Experiment 3 0.44/1.18 -057/1.04 (-0.70/0.44) (12, 12) ~ormaton No i jerate  YOW  opy 100 O
36 . 0.52 0.28 -0.23 (12, 12) . Low or Name
37 Experiment 4 0.30/1.33 -0.52/1.09 (-0.81/0.34) (12, 12) ~ormation No i jerate W ony 100 O
38 Exp. 7: Source comes 1 1.05 0.31 -0.74 (24, 24) Formation No Low or Low Name .o 0
39 unit before message  0.45/1.66 -0.26/0.88 (-1.15+0.33) (24, 24) moderate only
40 Exp.7: Source comes 2  0.70 0.43 -0.27 (24, 24) Formation No Low or Low Name 100 0
41 units before message 0.11/1.28 -0.15/1.00 (-0.68/0.14) (24, 24) moderate only
42
43
44
45
46 Journal of Applied Social Psychology
47
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Change in
Immediate  Delayed impact over Sample
impact impact time sizes  Attitude Message Time
d d (4) (H1, L1) formation Message Prior Outcome Source length interval
Study Experimentor datas  (95% Cl) (95%Cl) (95% Cl) (H2, L2) or changerepetitionknowledge relevance length (words) (days)
Pratkanis et al. Exp.7: Source comes2  0.79 0.11 -0.67 (24, 24) Formation No Low or Low Name 100 0
continued units after message 0.20/1.37 -0.45/0.68 (-1.08+0.27) (24, 24) moderate only
Exp.10-11: Source 0.14 0.15 0.01 (80, 80) Low or :
comes after message (-0.17/0.45) (-0.16/0.46) (-0.21/0.23) (80, 80) Change  No moderate Low Brief 110 0
Exp.10-11: Source 0.08 0.04 -0.05 (80, 80) Change  No Low or No basis for Brief 110 0
comes before message(-0.23/0.39) (-0.27/0.35) (-0.27/0.17) (80, 80) 9 moderate judgment
. 0.22 -0.11 -0.32 (20, 20) Low or .
Experiment 13 (-0.41/0.84) (-0.73/0.51) (-0.76/0.12) (20.20) change  No ierae Low ~ Brief 110 0
. 0.02 0.04 0.03 (60, 60) Low or .
Experiment14 (-0.34/0.37) (-0.42/40) (-0.23/0.28) (60.60) c—hange No  ierae Low  Brief 110 0
. 0.07 0.07 0.00 (22, 22) Low or .
Experiment 15 (-0.53/0.66) (-0.52/0.66) (-0.41/0.42) (22.22) change  No  ierae Low ~ Brief 150 0
. -0.01 0.07 0.09 (40, 40) Low or .
Experiment 16 (-0.45, 0.43) (-0.36/0.51) (-0.22/0.40) (40, 40) change No o ierae Low  Detalled 150 0
Schulman & 0.83 0.02 -0.81 (27, 69) . Low or .
Worrall (1970) (0.32/1.34) -0.32/0.36) (-1.09/0.53) (39, 65) ormaion  No —  herae Low  Detaled - !
Watts & 0.29 0.16 -0.13 (85, 66) Low or Name
McGuire (1964 (-0.03/0.62) (-0.19/0.52) (-0.37/0.11) (85 48) <Mange No i herale LW omy 600 7
Source comes before 0.36 0.50 0.14 (7, 10) . Low or .
Weber (1971)  ossage (-0.61/1.33) (-0.48/1.49) (-0.54/0.84) (7.10) ormation Yes . ierale oW  Detalled 555 14
Source comes after 1.48 2.10 0.62 (9,12) . Low or .
message (0.51/2.46) (1.03/3.17) (-0.10/1.34) (9,12) rormation Yes . ierae oW  Demiled 555 14
Source repeated 22 0.67 0.42 -0.25 (17, 18) . Low or .
weber (1972) oc3week interval  (-0.01/1.36) (-0.25/1.09) (-0.73/0.23) (17, 18) ~ormation Yes jerate ~ LOW  Detalled 555 21
Source repeated 22 0.51 1.11 0.60 (18, 20) . Low or .
times. 7week interval (-0.14/1.16) (0.42/1.79) (0.13/1.07) (18, 20) Formaton Yes . ierate oW  Detalled 555 49
Source repeated 2 0.42 -0.06 -0.48 (19, 21) . Low or .
times. 3week interval (-0.21/1.05) (-0.68/0.56) (-0.92/0.04) (19, 21) rormaton Yes .\ prate oW  Detalled 555 21
Source repeated 2 0.65 0.14 -0.51 (18, 14) . Low or .
times 7-week interval (-0.07/1.37) (-0.56/0.84) (-1.01/0.01) (18, 14) Formation Yes o iorate OW  Detalled 555 49
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Note. Positive effect sizes for immediate and delayed effe@ctsurce credibility indicate thatessages attributed to credible sources induced
greater persuasion than messages attributedrtorediblesources. The effect sizes in the fifth colum epresent the extent to which the

immediate effect of sourceedibility changed over timéNegative effect sizes in this column indicate that the impact of source credibility deca

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

over time. In the sample size column, H1 and L1 values refer to the number of participants in the high credibility and low coedilibtys

13 who completed the immediate measures of attitudes; similarly, H2 and C2 values refer to the number of participants who completed the d
15 measure of attitudes. Most studies involved wisuibjects designs; therefore, the number of partitspaho completed the delayed measure of
18 attitudes was generally equal to the number of participants who had completed the immediate measure of attitudes. This was not the case
20 studies, however, as they involved betwsahjects designs where thenmadiate and the delayed measures of attitudes were completed by

22 different groups of people (e.g., Schulman & Worrall, 1970). 95 % CI = confidence interval draufr). Time interval refers to the amount of
25 days in between the immediate and the delayed measurement of persuasion.

27 ! The nature of the source description was considered to be detailed if it contained more than 120 words and brief it was less than that.
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